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■■■ REMARKS 

The Office Action mailed May 25, 2011 has been carefully considered 
together with each of the references cited therein. The remarks presented herein 
are believed to be fuiiy responsive to the Office Action. Accordingly, reconsideration 
of the present Application in view of the following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-6 and 1 1 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Frtedrichsen (Heterocycles ^1982) in view of Matyjas et ai. 
(AUTEX Research, Journal Vol. 3, No. 2^2003). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

The Office stprts by inafcing the assumption that "Frtedrjcdisen discloses 
me^ojonio <^mpounds which am^^^^ juterpretation 
•of Friadnchs^n is, ' 

The Fried richsen reference dpes hot tea^ 
conpeimjng pigmente or dy©s. In conti^st, IJ:^ Friadrichsen referBnce is ^imc^d to 
theoretical corrtemplatidn of a peculiar bond and eiectnpriic propei^es of mesoionic 
compounds (se© page 1142, concfusions). Respectfully ^ated, mesqipjniiG 
compounds are not known as pigments and dyes. Moreover, one with ordinary skill 
in the art of dyes or pigments wpUld not in any way be drawn to this Frtedrichsen 
reference as it is entirely non-analogous art. 

As the Office admits, Friedficlisen does not disclose that dirherization using a 
phenylene bridge, \^ich results in improvement of mlor. The Office enlists the 
Matyjas reference to cure the deficiencies in Friedrichsen. The Office then 
concludes: 

It would be obvious to modify the compounds of Friedrichsen by using 

a phenylene bridge as taught by Matyjas. One with ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to modify the compounds of 
Friedrichsen to prepare the corresponding compounds and 
composition by Applicant, with reasonable expectation of obtaining the 
compound and composition comprising the phenylene bridge. Such 
modification of the compound would have been obvious to the skilled 
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■ . chemist; bee^yse the /stcW^ . 
expectation c^f ^0^^ 

With this condusion^^A^ The Matyjas reference is 

dii^c^d exGlusivel^^to dyes. According to ft^a^gas, the bridging 

grojup affects the degree of exhaustion and the degree of dye fixed pn celtutous fiber 
<piegise see page 95, Jast three lines befoiB AcknowJedlQemertte^ Matyjas is silent of 
"improvement of color." Exhaystion Irom a bath and dye fixation on a fiber are 
relevant properties for soluble iieacave dyes. Hoover, ^ey do not |>fay any role for 
pigments. As a ma^r of l^ct, Matj^^a^^ 

prgmenfe, and thus M&tyjas is non-analogous art w0i respect to Applicahte' claimed 
inverition MpiB0¥er,^^^M^ the disclosure of 

l^iiedrichs^ unc^mbinableinlliei^ 
XSffice. A? such; tha ordinary artisan having a knowledge of Friedrich#n aind 
Matyjas cpyfd not arrive at the instantly claimed invention and ^wuld not^^fe^ 
motivated to 4o so as Friedric^seh 'iis.entire^^ silent with respaet .to':pigments and 
dyes and Matyjas speaks to a phenylene bridge only in relation to specific soluble 
reactive dyes. 

■ ■ Claims 1-6 and 11 stand re|ected under 35 USG § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Friedriehsen (Heterocycles '1982) in view of Hurter at ai 
(5,663,309). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Applicants herein referenee their position with respect to the FriedriGhsen in 
the rejeGtion of claim 1 -6 and 1 1 over Friedrichsen in view of Mat^as. With regard 
to Hurter, the Office states ":[i]t woufd have been obvious to modify the compounds 
of Friedrichsen by using a phenylene bridge as taught by Hurter." Applicants 
courteously cannot agree with this conclusiGn. 

The Hurter reference is directed entirely to soluble azo dyes. The Hurter 
reference is eompletely silent of any specific effect involved with the presence of a 
phenylene bridging group. Specifically, Hurter is silent of "improvement of color/' 
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. Also Jmportantly, Hurter does not te^ ■. 
Tegarding pigmente 

In cGosequence, one with ortiinary skill in the art ^ha^ing a knowledge of these 
references wouid be in:np way motivated to ^ake the.mpdifieation. as proffered by 
the Office. . Put sirnply, one with ordinary skill in the^art -dealpg with the ooneept of ^ 
Jonic.pigments would not appnsach the Friedriehsen artide as Friedrichsen is enti-reJy 
silent with respect to dyes or p^^ in addition, th^ ordinary artisan having 

knowledge of Hurter would not consider the teachings of sudh reference salient as 
Hurter is completely silent of pigmente 

For at lea^tthe JpfBgoing reasons, it is fespeptftjily cpntehded the 35 USC § 
1 03 rejections have bean tra\^rs^ In conseqiience, Applicant courteously solicit 
reconsideration and withciravi^^ 

App^icante note clairns 7>-9^a^ 

In view of the fbrgoirig rem^ the present >^plic^ is believed to be in 
condfflpn fpr allowance, arid reccwnsideratipn of It is requested. If the Office 
disagrees, the Examiner is inyited to contact the attorney for Applicants at the 
telephone number provided below. 



(eUSTOMER NUMBER 25,255) 

Clarrant Corporation 

Industrial Property Department 

4000 Monroe Road 

Charlotte, North Carolfiia 28206 

Phone: (704) 331-7151 

Fax: (704)331-7707 



Respectfully submitted, 




Antho'ny A. pisuica 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 40,913 
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